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BEFORE THE ARIZONA N COMMISSION 
200b OCT 25 P 3: 4 2  JEFF HATCH-MILLER 

Chairman 
!fZ C O R P  COMI. 

WILLIAM MUNDELL DOCL’:ZB4T CO 
Commissioner 

Commissioner 

Arizona co  
MIKE GLEASON DO 

KRISTIN K. MAYES 
Commissioner 

BARRY WONG 
Commissioner 

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION 
OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 
COMPANY AND ITS ASSIGNEES IN 
CONFORMANCE WITH THE 
REQUIREMENTS OF ARIZONA REVISED 

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPATIBILITY 
AUTHORIZING CONSTRUCTION OF A 
500kV ALTERNATING CURRENT 
TRANSMISSION LINE AND RELATED 
FACILITIES IN MARICOPA AND LA PAZ 
COUNTIES IN ARIZONA ORIGINATING 
AT THE HARQUAHALA GENERATING 
STATION SWITCHYARD IN WESTERN 
MARICOPA COUNTY AND 
TERMINATING AT THE DEVERS 
SUBSTATION IN RIVERSIDE COUNTY, 
CALIFORNIA 

STATUTES SECTIONS 40-360.03 AND 
40-360.06 FOR A CERTIFICATE OF 

1 
) Docket No. L-00000A-06-0295-00130 

) Case No. 130 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
) PROPOSED CONDITIONS 

1 
1 
1 
1 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 
EDISON COMPANY’S 
RESPONSE TO ACC STAFF’S 

As requested by the Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 

(“Committee”), Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”) submits its responses to the 

Arizona Corporation Commission (“ACC”) Staff‘s proposed conditions. As part of its 

Response, SCE has attached as Exhibit A a revised version of Staff‘s conditions showing 

the revisions acceptable to SCE. 
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ACC Staff Condition No. 1 

SCE noted in its testimony that it has filed comments (in a California Public Utility 

Commission proceeding) supporting open access to gas storage in southern California. 

Staff Condition No. 1 is consistent with SCE’s position, but SCE has made two revisions. 

The first limits the effective time of the Condition to the term of the CEC or ten (10) years, 

whichever is less. The second is to limit required participation to California and federal 

proceedings and not proceedings in other states or the region. SCE should not have to 

make a commitment in perpetuity or to participate in proceedings other than in California 

or at the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”). 

ACC Staff Condition No. 2 

Staff Condition No. 2 is acceptable with two changes. First, the concept of 

“separate” towers must be eliminated because SCE should use the double circuit towers in 

Copper Bottom Pass to reduce environmental impact and to be consistent with the Bureau 

of Land Management (“BLM”) right-of-way grant. Second, SCE should be able to use the 

special protection system (“SPS”) which will not affect load or generation in Arizona. 

SPS is consistent with WECC Planning Criteria, NERC Reliability Standards, and general 

industry standards. The ACC Staff should not seek to impose unilaterally different 

Reliability Standards than those accepted by the industry and reliability regional oversight 

bodies. SCE has already modified its SPS to ensure that any load or generation dropped 

will be in California, not in Arizona. This change was made in response to an earlier Staff 

request. No further modification is necessary. The last two sentences of Condition No. 

2(b) are not necessary. 

ACC Staff Condition No. 3 

Staff Condition No. 3 is acceptable with some minor word changes and the addition 

of a paragraph that gives SCE the option of interconnecting at the Harquahala Generating 
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Station switchyard if a Junction Switchyard agreement is not completed by the end of 

2007. 

ACC Staff Condition No. 4 

Condition No. 4(a) is not acceptable because it requires SCE to get FERC approval 

on behalf of all of the Palo Verde Hub interconnecting parties - a task outside of SCE’s 

control. SCE cannot file rates at FERC on behalf of all Palo Verde Hub interconnection 

parties because the rates, terms and conditions for transmission service will have to be 

filed at FERC by each of the various transmission owners under Section 205 of the Federal 

Power Act. In addition, Conditions No. 4(a) and (b) as proposed by the Staff are subject to 

federal jurisdiction and not appropriate conditions in a state siting proceeding. Condition 

No. 4(b) is also dependent on agreement of the Palo Verde to TS5 line participants, which 

is out of SCE’s control. SCE believes that the alternative to Condition No. 4 set forth in 

Exhibit A can help achieve the goal of ensuring that the Harquahala Power Plant can 

schedule its full capacity from the new Junction Switchyard to the Hassayampa 

S witchyard. 

Staff Condition No. 5 

Staff Condition No. 5 ,  as explained by Jerry Smith during his testimony, is 

acceptable to SCE. Changes have been made in the wording of Condition No. 5 to be 

consistent with SCE’s understanding of Staff‘s intention and to clarify what commitment 

SCE is making. 

Staff Condition No. 6 

Staff Condition No. 6(a) is acceptable. Staff Condition No. 6(b) is not acceptable. 

SCE must operate within the regulatory framework of the State of California and FERC 

and No. 6(b) requires that SCE enter an agreement and file a tariff inconsistent with the 

California and FERC regulatory frameworks. The Committee should not impose a 

condition that mandates a revision to the California and FERC regulatory frameworks. 
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CAISO should have control of DPV2 up to the Junction Switchyard just as it has control 

of the DPVl and the North Gila lines up to their termination in the Palo Verde Hub area. 

Staff admitted that there have been no particular problems with CAISO’s control of those 

other two lines. Staff has not presented a persuasive or compelling case that CAISO’s 

control over the DPV2 line will disadvantage Arizona. To the contrary, the testimony in 

this case is that CAISO will treat parties for both California and Arizona fairly, equitably 

and equally. 

RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 25th day of October, 2006. 

AND ROCA LLP 
n 

J d-k 
Thomas H. Campbell 
Albert H. Ackei  
40 N. Central Avenue, 19th Floor 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Attorneys for Applicant 

ORIGINAL and twenty-fivet[25) co ies 

October, 2006, with: 
of the foregoing filed this 25 day o F 
Docket Control - Utilities Division 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

COPY tff the foregoing provided electronically 
this 25 day of October, 2006 to: 

Laurie A. Woodall, Chairman 
Arizona Power Plant and Transmission Line Siting Committee 
Office of the Attorney General 
1275 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
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William D. Baker 
Ellis & B%er P.C. 
7310 N. 16t Street, Ste. 320 
Phoenix, Arizona 85020-5276 

Timothy M. Hogan, Executive Director 
Arizona Center for the Law in the Public Interest 
202 E. McDowell Road, Ste. 153 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-4533 

Christopher Kempley, Chief Counsel 
Keith Layton 
Legal Department 
Arizona Corporation Commission 
1200 W. Washington Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Jay Moyes 
Steve Wene 
Moyes Storey 
1850 N. Central Avenue 
Suite 1100 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 

Court S. Rich 
Rose Law Group 
6613 N. Scottsdale Road 
Suite 200 
Scottsdale, Arizona 85250 

Scott S. Wakefield 
RUCO 
11 10 W. Washington Street 
Suite 220 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

Donald Begalke 
P.O. Box 17862 
Phoenix, Arizona 8501 1-0862 

Thomas W. McCann 
Central Arigona Water Conservation District 
23636 N. 7 Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85024 

Walter Meek 
Arizona Utility Investors Association 
2100 N. Central Avenue 
Suite 210 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004 
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Michael W. Patten 
Roshka DeWulf & Patten 
400 E. Van Buren Street 
Suite 800 
Phoenix, Arizona 85004-2262 

Patrick J. Black 
Fennemore Craig P. C . 
3003 N. Central Avenue 
Suite 2600 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012 

Larry K. Udall 
Michael Curtis 
Curtis Gogdwin Sullivan Udall & Schwab PLC 
2712 N. 7 Street 
Phoenix, Arizona 85006 
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